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COMMUNICATION.
THE COLONIAL TRADE.

The commercial intercourse between the United
“States and the British North American and West
India colonies is of great importance to us, and
particulerly to our agricnlturists. The walue of
it is stated by & Commiittee of Congress from offi- |
cial docoments at §11,000,000, per ann. including |

exports and imports. OFf the exports the pro
duete of our forests and land amvunted in ane year
ap to the B0th of September last to §4 798,765,
nearly one-fifth of the whole of our expuris of
such products, except cotion, to il the world :
and the value of the lumber, included in the sum
of §4,798,765, was $697,261, (see Gen. Sniith’s
speech in the Benate of the U. 8. on the subject
of the Colonial Trade, 1827.) The loss of this
market, or a serious impediment to the enjoyment
of ir, cannot but be severely felt by the land-
holders of the United Staies, already so depressed

and burthenel by 1he concurrent operation of na
tural and artificial causes. We are threstened
with this loss: and the same causes, which may

lead to this result, will also, in all probability, de
prive us of our trade to the British East India pos-
ressions. We enjoy shis trade only under the
conventions of 1815, and 1818, which will ex-
pire in 1828. It 1= ohvious, that the same mo-
tives which induced the British Government 10
close their ports in the We-t Indies to our ships,
would have Isd them to exclude us from their
E. India possessions, if they had notlbeen restrain=
ed by the stipulations of the convention of 1818

Yhether these mischiefs shall fall upon us, or
be fortunately avoided by the abandonment of the
grounds we have heretofore taken: it is impor.
tant to the public to understand distinetly how
these valuable interests have been treated by thove,
to whom for the last ten years the mansgement of
our public affairs has been confided. 1 had hoped,
that the people of the United States would have
had a full exposition of this subject in the pro-
ceedings of the last Congress; or that some one
well acquainted with it, and baving access to all
the information and documents, necessary (o eluci-
date it, would bave laid before the public »
simple and condensed view of the conrse of things,
that has led to the condition, in which the subject
now stands. In this [ am disappointed. Whate-
ver information the praceedings of Congress might
afford, they are publi-hed in fregmeuts in the
newspapers, in such a way that very few can
have ar once a full view of the whole of the case.
Even the communieation of 1he President, pro-
fessing 10 lay the whole matter before Congress
for their consideration, does not give full infor-
mation : many imporiant doeuments, sllnded to
in it. did not arcompany it, and (I believe) are
to be found only in the office of the Secretary of |
- Btate. .

Having from the beginning, watched'the strug
gle between the British government and ours in
respect to the colonial trade, with great anxiery,
feeling a deep icterest in the event, and doubting {
not only the discretion, but the integrity of Ilwi
motives of those, whn were the chief actors in this
Comedy of Errors; I have thought, that I may
render a service to the public, by laying before
them a condensed view of the whole progress of
this cnntewt, an far as the imperfect mateiials in
my power will enable me.

From the times of Cromwell, and of Charles
I1, the settled policy of Great Britzin, and of all
other nations having colonies, has been, until ve
ry Iately, to monopolize their commerce, and to
exclude all foreign nations from any participation
in it; the right to do this has never heen question-
ed by any other nation, and has alwags been ad-
mitted by the United States. The exercise of this
right was somatimes relaxed for the benefit of the
colonies, and sometimes partially in favour of
other nations in considerntinn of some equivalent
to the mother coun'ry, but always at the mere
pleasure of the Iatter. After our revolution we
enjoyed, in our own ships, the trade of the British
colonies, under varions regulations and restrictions
as to the articles imported into them, and as to
the ports, to which we were allowed to trade,
according to the mere pleasure of the British go-
varnment. Of these repulations we never rom-l
plained; at least we never thought it prudent to
resort to any retaliatory measures; unfil afrer the
¢lose of the last war. The convenience of having
onr suppliea for the use of their West [ndia colo-
nies, and indeed, (as things then were) the neces.
«ity of having them, was some security, that the

upon thelike articies,

| cles, the growth, produce, or manufacture of either
| country, should be the same, shether imported in

exporied 1o any other fo
reign country; that there should be no probibition 1
of “importativn or exportation of any articies, the

growth, produce or manufacture of either country,

which should not extend to all other nations; that
the same duties should be paid, and the same boun- |
ties allowed upon articles, exported from either |
country, in ships of the other, as in their own;
that drawbacks upon the sa-exportation of arti- |

#hips of the one, or of the other, if the re-expor-
tation should be to the other country, but if 10
any®other foreign country, then the drawback
might be regulated or diminished at pleasure. —
These were the provisions in respect to the inter=
course between the Kuropean dominions of Greal |
Britain, and the United States. As 10 the inter- |
course between the latter and the East India pos-
sessions of Great Britain, it was provided, that !
the vessels of the United States might trade 1o
Calrutta, Madrass, Bombay, snd Prince of Wales’
Island, upon the footing of the mo-t fayoured Ku-
ropean nations, as to duties of export, import, and
tonaage; but they were not to Carry any cargo
from those places, unless direct to» the United
States, and these to be naladen; nor were they to
carry on the coasting trade of those posse-sions,
but they might go with their original cargoes or a
part of them from one of their ports to another,
As to the intercourse between the United States
and the British colonies in America and the W est
Indies, each party was to remain in possession of |
their rights as they were, |
Our government has of late claimed the merit of !
first proposing to other nations the liberal policy, |
upon which this treaty was founded. Butin iruth |
the original proposition to abolish all iseriminat—
ing duties, as between the European territories of
Gireat Hritain and the United Siates, first came
from Great Britain, in 1806, aud was an article in
the wreaty of that wiaie, which we refured to rit=
ify. And inthe negotiation of this convention our
commissioners commenced the negotia ion by de
claring, that we had no equivalent to offer for her
permission 1o us 10 trade 10 her possessions in Kast
Iadia, and subwmitted it 1o the consideration of the
British government, whether our commerce, con=
sistiug chiefly ef an exchange of our specie for 1he
East India produets, did not deserve from ber
liberal encouragement.  (See wate pape:s, vel 12,
page 20.  Leuer from tessrs. Clay and Gallatin
to the Secreiary of State, January 16, 1815.)
When this conven'in wa« concluded, the ports
of 8t. Gearge and Hamilt n in Bermuda, and 1hose
of the Bahamn Islands were permanently open 1o
us, by the sct ot Parliament of Juls 1, 1812; (see
the before cited Doc. No. 2, page 60.) and others
were occasionally opened to us by orders of the
locsl governmen's. Our irade with the British
colonies was the subject of negatiation in 1817;
when the British government offered the four ati
cles mentioned in the letter of Mr. Adams, 10 Mr
Rush, of June 23, 1823, (See Doe, No. 2, age
42.) Lt is not necesvary here 1o state the particu-
lars of that offer, as they will be hereafier adyert
ed to. further than 10 observe, that it proposed a
stipulation, that the articles of the United Siates,
imported into the colosial ports under 1hat arrange-
ment, shonld not be subjecied 1o higher duties,
than the like articles of other foreign countries;
and vice versa, in respect (o the eolonial produce,
imported into the Usiied States; acd that 11 ex-
pressly reserved to Grest Britain the right 10 im-
pose ou such articles of the United States, or from
any other foreign country, higher dusies than are
or may be chargeable on similar articles, when im-
ported from any of the possessions of Grea: Bri-
tain.  The fouith article contsined a “tipulation,
in effect, to allow the parties muivally 1o frade
with the [udians in  their respeciive dominions. —
This proposition was rejected s and the subject came
under the consileration of ongress at its #ENsipn
in Decewber, 1817. Mr. Adims then Secretary o
State, lawd belore the eommitiee of the H s of
Representatives a eopy of an ANONYMOUS paper
upon the subjeet of the irade of the Britvh colo
nies, urging the propriety of some slrong mea-ure
to caerce Great Britain 10 admit usto a due par-
ticipation n this rade, and expressing the opinion,
that * Great Briwain could not support ber co
lonies in comfort, or even in safely,
plies from the United States” The commities
adopted this opinion, and reported, that the trade
between the United States and the Briish eolonies
amounted to upwards of §13,000,000, per ana
num; f which the British ship= earried about e-
leven parts,and ours about two parts; that ihe
propositions contsined in the four articles, offerel
9 us in IB17, were the most rational «ad reci-
procally advantageous, ol any ever made, and
might be constdered as dictated by a spirit of ae-
contmodation, = hich, under the pressure of ade
(uate moiives, might be fostered into » determina-
von ‘o gran all that we could reasonably ask,
or they be expected to yield; thar the thres firet
articles with some practicable modifications would,

without sup.

British ‘govermmnent would, of their own aceord,
and for the sake of their colonies, allow us this|
trade upon such terms, as would wmake it valuable |
(o nw,

At a very early perind after the argavization of
the government of the United States, for the en-

by the adaptation o1 our commercinl laws to the
stipulations eontained in  them place the trade
upen as favowrable grounds as could be expect-
ed.  They approve ot the rejection of the AFTANgE.
ment proposed by the British Government, on ae-
count of the stipulation in respeet to the Indian

couragement of onr shipping interest, a diserimi-
nating duty was imposed upon the ships of foreign |
nations, and their cargoes entering our ports; (vee
the act of 1790,) and these diseriminaling duties |
on the cargoes were fixed by the act of April
27, 1816, at ten per cent. additional 1o the dities
paid on similar cargoes, brought in a vessel of the
United States;and by the act of January 14, 1817,
the discriminating tonnage duty was fixed at nine-
ty-four cents per ton, in addition to the tonnsge i
duty paid on our vessels. |

On the third of March, 1815, an act of Con
gresa abolished »ll discriminsting duties on the |
toonage and rargoes of foreign ships, in favour]
of any nation; whenever the President should b
satisfied, that the discrimivating aad eotintervailing |
duties of such nation had Been sbolished, 50 far
as they operated to the disadvantage of the U,
Stulia

The President and his Cabinet & the Senate of the
U, Brates soon gave a praciical proof of their under- |
standing of the spirit of the Inst mentioned act,
by negotiating and ratifsing the treaty with Gress
Eritain of the third of July, 1815, which, Mr.
Adaros seyn, was ** sobstaniially the aceeplance
on 1he part of Great Eritain of the proposal made
to all nations by the sect of 181 and which
“ gt our intercourse with the Earopean posses.
sions of Great Britain on a footiag of eatire reci- |
proeity,’ (see documents accompanying the
President’s message to Unngreve at the commente.
went of the second sevwion of (he nineteanth
Congress, No. 2, pages 41,42.) By thistreaty it
was stipulated mutuslly ,that  ao higher or o her
dutien should be imposed in the ports of aither
upon the vessels of the other, or their cargoes, be
ing of the growth, praduce, or manufecture of ei-
ther conntry, than wers imposed upen their own |
vessels, and similar eargoes; that no other nr high-
er daties should be imposed by either upon ariicles,
the growth, produce, or manufaciurs of the other,
than were imposed on the like artieles, the grawth,
produce, or mannfactare of any other Sfareign

]

country; bt no ather or higher duties, or ehargas ' fow daye only alter the passing of our act of A. ! eol

trade, which Great Britoin made a sine qua
nen.  Lhey state the prejudice to our shipping
interest, from the then state of the regulations of
the colonial commeres; (** which, however, was

not inmjurious to the cullicator of the sail,
whose commodities were carvied to a ready

market, and who reevived in return those wr

ticles, which, by habit, were become NECcEsary
fo his comfort;’) but that they should make
snme sacrifice in favor of the shipping interest;
that the object, of securing a share of the trade by
coercing Great Britain, might be effocied oy airi.
fing and temporury saerifice of the interests
of agriculliore; anu they propose, for tha pur-
e, either a 1ot al [nolnlauion ol ail interconrses
or burthensome charges on the trade, M eonfined
to British verssls, the Jatter of which (and, I
think, for unanswerable reasnna) they preforred,
And they reported a bil) aecordingly
never aried upon: it

Fhis was
was wuperceded by a bili
from the Senate, which wan adopted, and which
ariginated tn a resclution introduced by Mr. King,
afterwards our Awbasswdar 1o London, and (a

thered with zeal by Mr. Baibour, then a Sensior
lrom Virginia, now Si eretary of Way (See State
Papers, vol 12, page 430 10 173.) This Act of
April 18, 1218, provided that, sfter the §01h duy
of Seprember then next, the ports of the United
Btates should be elosel against the vessels of
Great Britain, coming feom a port of any colony
ol Great Britain, which is, or shail be, by the or
dinery Inws of navigation anid trade, closed against
the vessels ol the United States, and reqjuired all
British vesssls to give bond and security not to
Iaad any article of the growth, produce, or mans
ulacture of the Uiates States, laden in npy of the
ports of the U, 8. in any port closed against the
vessels of the U. 8. by the ordinary laws of anvi-
gation and comwmerce.

When this st was passed, the parts of St |
(reorge and Hamilton, in Bermuda, and those of |
the Bahama Ilands were open, as befors siated,
under the British Statute of July 1, 1812; and a

(ports, the vessels ol Great Britain, comin

i poris of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.

pril 18, 1818, the British Parliament pasged an
sct on the 8th of May, 1818, and by virtue of
the King’s proclamation, issued pursuant 1o the
act on the 27th of May, 1818, the ports of Hali

fax in Nova Seotia, and St. Johns in N. Bruns-
wick, were opened to our vessels, an well as to
those of all othiers in amity with Great Britain, for
the importation of certain enumerated articles
from, and for the exportation of certain articles
10, the couniry, to which the foreign vessels be

longed. This act of Parliament was limited to
tbree years and six weeks after the commencement
of the then next session of Parliament; but the
order of Council, specifying those ports, was re-
vocable at pleasure. The Executive of the U. S.
determined that those ports, so opened, wee still
closed to the vessels of the L. S, by the ordinary
laws of navigation aund eommerce; and, conse-
quently, while uader this act of Parli t and

like privileges to them. This act was limited in
itd opeation to foreign countries an the Continent
of Ameriea and in the West Indics; and sirtus
ally offered us a monaopoly of the supply of the
British West Iudies, in the articles, the produce of
our lands,

Upon the receint of this act of Parliament, the
President, on the 24th of August, 1822, in pursu—
ance of the act of May 6, 1822, issued lis pro~
clamation, opening the ports of the []. States 10
Britisn vessels coming from the colonial ports spe-
cified in the act of Parliamen.; but impoping the
restriction upon them, that no vessel coming from

any of the Wex India ports should import sny ar- |

ticles not the produce or inanufacture of the Britih
Wesi India coluniea, and that vessels coming from
the North American colonies should import no
articles not the produce of the North American

order of Council our vessels could enter those
from
them, could not, under our act of 1818, enter our
ports,

The monopoly, which we gained for our ves-
sels, of the trade of those ports, by this construe
tion, was considered as an advantage of great va-
lue, oot 1, be given up without an ample equivalent,
and had great influence with the Executive in in -
ducing them 10 reject a proposition made by the
Biish government in relation to the eclonia
trade, in the negotiations which led 10 the convens
tion of Ociob-r 20,1818, (See Doe. No. 2,pagas
40, 44, 50 71.) By this proposiiion the British
Rovernment renewed ihe offers conimned in the
thiee first articles of arrangement, otfered in 1817,
owmitted the article respecting the Midian trade,
which, alone, had probably occasioned the rejec.
tion of the original proposition, and, in addition,
offered 10 open to the ve-sels of the U. 8. the
The
effec: of all wnich would have been 1o admit
the vessels and al) the products of the U. States,
which could have found a marker thers, except
#all provisions of fisn, flesh, anid buatier, into the
porie ol No:a Scotta and New Brunswick, Ber-
muda, and specified ports of the West Ludia colo- |
nics, but  which these were, | eannot  ascertain.
Sume of our products were restricted to the ports
of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, some 10
Beimuda, and some to the purts of 1he West In- |
diex, proposed 1o be opened ‘o uv, and some were |
adnmitted n'o all those ports indiserimioately. This |
proposition was made Oerober 6, 1818, and was |
referred by our Commis<i
Governmen:

st Wa-hington; and on the T.h of |
May, 1819, Mr. Adanis, Secretary of State, (rans- |
mitted to M+ Rush, our Minister at London, a |
draft of two aiticles, prepared at Wa-hiogion, 10!
be submitied 10 the British government, as oar fi- |
nal proposition on the subject. By this, we a |
greed 1o the terms, proposed by Great Britain, zs |
1o the port= to be opened, and ar to the anicles to |
beimported; but insisted, that all the articles, in

diseriminately, houlil be importable into any of |
the ports opened  We also proposed, tha: all du- |
ttes and charges, fmposable upon them, shoale be |
equalised, and, particularly, that no other or high- |
erduties should be charged upon them, than upon |

similsr articles imported from any other country '

or place whatsoever. [Se« Doe No. 9,
Thisdralt was submitte] to the British goveroment
on the 14th of June, 1219, and on the 17th of Bept. |
1819, they declined 10 accept il, assigning their
rea<on to Mr. Rush,

This is the substance of that negnatiation,
as 1 ean collect it from the only source of infor- |
mation in my power, Mr. Adwns’ leter of In-|
s'ructions to Mr. Rush of June 28, 1823, 1y

]
an far |

Inting to this negoliation, as printed swith a me-u-l
#age of the Precident 1o the House of Bupu-rma-]
tiver of February 13, 1823. None of these docu-
ments accompanies the message of Decensber last,
which professes to lay the whole subjject before
Congress; and I am satisfied that, (as I shall here-
afterat empi 10 prove,) although printed, they weie !
never publixbed, or known 1o the publie or to ei-
ther House of Uongress.

On the 15'h of May, 1820, an aet f Congress
pessed, elosing aur pocts ‘o ail British Vassein, ar-
riving by sea from any  port or plaee in Lnower
t'anada, New Brunswick, Nowa Scotia, News
foundinnd, St. Jobns, Cape Breton, the island call-
ed Caicos, Bermuia, the Babama I-lands, or of
any island, colony or 1erritory, belonging 10 G
Britain in the West Indier, or on the con'inent of
S0 Ameriea, south of the southern -boundary
ol United States; and prohibiting the exyorta-
tion of any articles of the growth, produer, or
manifaciore «f the . 8. in British ves-els, 10 any -
of those poris. The aet also prolibited the im-
portation into the U. 8. from any of* hose ports,
of any articles but those of the grow:h, produce,
or manulacture of the provinee, col ny, planta-
tion, island, or possession, where they should be
lalen, and from whenee they chould be imparted,
direetly, into the United Siates. This act took
effect on the 30th of Beptember, 1820, and, in ef-
tect, prohibited any interenurse in  British ships,
comivg by rea from any of her calonies, but Jeft
open to them the intercourse by the lokes and ri-
rers dividing the territories ol the U. States and
‘he eotouies of Great Britain; while, under the ex.
isting laws ol Great Britain, there waws an open
intercourse, in our ships, between the ports of
the U. Btates and those of Halifax, 8t. Johns, 8¢,
George and Hamilton, and  those of the Bulyima |
Islanids |

On the Gth of May 1822, the Congress of (he |
U. States, in snticipation of the set of Parlinmnent,
which pasvad the 241h of June, 1822, passed an
act, declaring, 1hat  upon “alislactory evidence
being given to the President, that the ports in the
islands ar eolonies in  the West Indies, belonging
to Great Britaio, had been opened to the vessels
of thy T, Krares, he should issue his proclamation,
declaring that the ports of the U. Siates should,
thereafter, be apened to the vessels of G Britain,
employed in the trade between the U. Siates snid
ruch colanies, suhject to such reciprocal rules and
restriclions , as he migh' make and publish,

Fhe net of Paclioment of Juse 24, 1822, open-
el 10 our vessals certain porte of the Brivich eos
lonies, enumerated in our subsequent act of Mareh
I, 1828, sad 1o rertain enumerated arti les; which
were subjecrad with the vessel, in porting them,
whe'her British or toreign, 1o the <xme dities and
rlarges without diseriminmion,
ture

The foreign pro-
nd inanufaciures, whether imported from the
loreign country or lrom Gresmt Britain or Ireland,
or in a Britdsh or foreign. vessel, were subjecied
1o daties, averagiog, an Mr. Adams easn, 20 ey
cent, ad valorem.  And the artrc'es imported in a
foreign vesnel eonild only be imported digectly from
the place of their growth, prodluce or manufaeiore
Froimn these enumerated poris any thing might be
exported by o Britih or foreign vessel; but when
exporied in a foreign vessel, they could only
bie exported 1o the country, to which the vessel
belonged.  (See Doc. No 2, page 47.) Dy this
sct the former acts of Parlinment, which allowed
our versels to enter the poris of Hulilax, 8t, Johns,
St. George, and Hamilton, and thuse of the Biha-
ma Islands, were repealed. And
sllowed to foreign countries by this set, weore de-
clared 10 exiend only to couniries which allowed |
the like privileges 1o British abips: and the Klngi
was suthorised w prohibit all intereoursn with the

i fact,

ontes to any counrry, who should fot sllow the | a gravra) derclors

ol ; and directing the di-criminating duties,
imposed by the acieof 1816 and 1817, 1o be levied
upon the British ships and their cargoes, coming
from the col nial porte.

On the 25ih of October, 1822, Mr. Canring,
the British Minister resident at Washington, ad-
dres<ed a letter to Mr. Adims, remonstrating
sgainst the discrimninating dusies, and the other
restriction on the trade, imposed by this proclama-
tion, ax inconsistent with the terms and epirit of

Canning of Jan. 15, 1823, hat numerous c€om- into effict ihe act of May 6, 1829,

plaints had been, and continued to be, received
of the oppressive and ruinous effect of the con-
struction given to the act of Parliament of June
24, 1822, in several of the British colonies, in
| the case of citizens of the 1. 8, who bad entered
| their ports under the provisions of that sel. In
| what colonies, or in what particulars, these ruinous
|,c-f:me-lmclir,-m were made, is not stated in this let-
| ter or elsewhere, The first specific ca-e of any
'such misconstruction, mentioned by Mr. _All'““
lin all this correspondence, is noticed in his letter
{to Mr. Capning of April 8, 1823, and was not
known until a few days before 1he date of that
letter. In couseguence of the suggestion in Mr.
| Adamns’ letter of November 11, 1822, that ** it
| did not appear, that with regard 1o the important
article of port charges, our vessels could ela::n ad-
misssion upon the footing of British vessels,”” Mr.
Canning furnisked to Mr. Adams between the 4th
of Decouksz, 1892 and the 13th of Jan. 1823,
sundry documents, worwarded to bim by the custom-

For it ia per.
fectly obvious, that the clject of our laws was
nothing else than 10 procure access to the British
colonial ports, for the role purpose of promoting
the shipping interest, without regard to duties or
charger of any kind: that point gained, any dis-
crimination to the prejudice of our shipping inter-
est, in respect 1o duties and charges of any kind,
might bave been ecounteracted by similar duties
and charges imjosed by us, and tlat, without
hazarding the loss of the benefit to cur ships of
carrying en the trade, or ruin to the landholders,
by losing it entirely. It is obvious, that nn¥class
of the community, but our ship owners, had any
interest in the question as to this intercourse, and
that Congress in their legislation had no other in-
terestin view. The act of 1818 sdmitted into our
porte, unconditionally, British ships from any co-
lonial port open to us by the ordinary laws of
navigation and trade; and that of May, 1822, an-
thovises the President to npen our ports upor .
Biitain’s opening hers to us, prescribing recipro-

bhouse oFficers and others of the colonies. From
which it appeared, that the commissioners of the
customs in England bad, with the act of Parlia~
ment of June 24, 1822, transmilted to the custom-
house oflicers of the colonial ports orders, in _s'-lb-
slane#, to impese no charges upon American,

our laws=, uuder which it was issued, and as not re- |

ciprocal with any thing in the aet of Paliament
of Juoe 24, 1822, Mr. Adumns in his answer of
the 1lth of Nuvember, 1522, 10 Mr. Uanning’s
let'er, admits that the conditions imposed by the
proclamation are not strictly reciprocal; but in-
wists that they are substantially wo, and necessary
to counteract the provisions of the wet  of Parlia-
ment, which we eould not counteract by the same
provision~ in kind, aud which operated unequally
to aur prejudice. i
are minutely enumersted by dr. Adams. Of 1hese
objections rome were uterly unfounded in faet,
and others in prineiple; and =1l of them were ab-
solutely abandoned i framing the act of March 1,
1823, except that as  to the possibility, not the
f the existence, not of diseriminuting
duties, but of heavier port charges on our ves-
“els. thin on the British, in the colonial ports.—
The <pecific objections were 1hese:

laf objection. That the admi-sion of our ves-
sels is only 1o certain enumerated ports.

The answer. given by the Biitish  Ministers,
(see Dioc. No 2, page 7) was, that the enume-

ration of the ports in ihe act of Parlisinent em- | S
oner< at Londun to the |braced all, in which there were custom-houses. — | had been 1ssued,

And surely no nation under any eirenm-tances
ever penmitted foreign «hips 0 enter their ports
where there were not custom-houses  Uuder the
tre:y of 1815 our =hip~ could not enter such norts
iv Great Buamn. The uet of Mareh 1, 1823,
absndoned this o! jection

2nd objection. T'hat they sre permitied 1o im-
port only certain enumerated articles,

The answer is, That these are all the articles
pr duced in aur eow try, excepl sal ed provisions,
either fish or fexb.  These wre virtually and efecs
tually prohibited to be imporied into our own
country by the suount of doties impased vpon
them. And ander the zaty of 1315, Gieat Biiaia
may prohibit any of our produei, antd she has pro-

page 46 | hibited our bread stufi=, from being imported into | March 1, 1829, and were all that occurred in up -

G. B. The act of March 1, 1823, sbandoned this
abjection ton.

Brd oljection ‘That they are admitted only to
the direct trade both to and from ihe colonial
ports,

T'he answer is, That we set them the exsmple,
as 1o the direct trade lrom the eolunies, by our act

which | of 1820, and the provision was the same as that | vessels, coming  from the colunies m.-.minn?! 1
/ | i . i 13 anc 1h -8 i : 1 vh awe
he refers to the documents and correspoudence, re- | by which we had agreed ta be bound in respeer to | the proclamations they we e imposed by oiher .

our trade with the Bri ish Kast Tadies, by the trea-
ty oi 1815, The aet of March 1, 1823, coun-
tervailed ihis by a correspounding provision,

Ath objection. That they are subjecied to the
payment ot dutien, withour eredit, and balore ad-
inlssion. In many caes equivaleat to prohilition.

The anzwer is, That so are they subjecied to
pay duties in Gieat Brivain under the treary of

1815, and they pay ouly such duties os tha Botish |

ships likewise pav. The amount cof duties,
conling 1o “ir, Adams' own estimate, is only wn
averasts of 10 per cent. while our duties on the
comncodiiies of the British colonies are from 50 1o
200 per cent  The act of March 1, 1823, aban-
doned this oljection al-o.

Gth oljsciton.  That they are subject 10 a veary
heavy rxpori duty, besides the duties imposed by
the act of Parliamens,

Tlie answer i+, That these export duties are ‘he
privare reveaur of the ing, all of them, except
that of the Virgin Isles, gramed in 1668, and
thut of the Virgin Isles granted 1n 17745 wnd
they are puid by the Dritish as well as foreign
ves-els.  This is the answer of the British winis-
ters. (Ser Doc, No, 2, rage 77.) And these
expor! duties had become tn a great extent the
property of private individusls by the King's

Ac-

grantn, as appesrs by the reporis  of decisions in |
T'he aet of Mareh 1, 1822,/

the British eourts,
abandoned thi« objection also.

6th ohjection. That the resiriction as to the im-
portation into the LJ, S,

the North American ecolonies « f the
those colonies only, was jusiiffied by 1he conside-
ration, that the We-t Indies and the North Ame-
tican colonies were separated by a wile sea, and
their produc's were =0 sntirely different  as that
they ought to be considered as different countries,
The answer is, Fhot this was equelly troe ss
to Louisiana and Maine, which are ax much
separated from eaeh oher in loeation, produe-
tions, and government, asthe West India and
North  American colonias, Lhe act
ment made no such discrimination
different siates or rections of the U. 8.5 and the
restrictinn of the proclamation was in thie respect

between the

clearly not reciprocal | wm or substanee,— !

The act af March 1, 1323, abandoned this ob=

jeetion also, . i
T'he Tth and last ohirstion was this, in the

words of Mr Adass ** Nor does it appesr that
with regardto the important article of port eharges
they can elatm upon the looting ol
Brivsh vessele '’

Fhis is 1he first sueprestion, that
the history of these tra iione, of tha possibility
ol & différence to wur prajmlice in  respect of
port ehnrges,  And the President on this por-
bility, and not upon the asguyiame }lam, A'.np‘*ll
a meanure, which Las #oded in threatecing e with
the probsbletoes of this veuable, and ;
pensable trade. Thiv was the tub o the whele,
thiown out to the peo e UJ. B 10 divert
their atteation from the resl poist in controversy

| betwesn the two governments, and 1o indues
them 10 believe that this government was «irug
tgling 10 remove this inequalily of porl charges
| for the promaotion nf the
| while they were pursaing uader eolour ol  ihis
It'l.uu-. snother olject onconneced with the ship-
| ping interest, and which was concealed from the
public view,

dmi=siun

we liave in

I'he anly suggestion, that the

the privileges | the U. B. had even s waspicion that there was or |
might be any inequality in the port charger in | unfounded in fact; snd wereimm

the enlonisl ports to the

Iy 1828, i# that abave quoten,

fon tn Me Adams’ letorio Wy

]

| The-e came from Barbadoes, Jamaica, Nova Scotia

I'iese objectionable provisions |

from the West If"i“.
poits of the West India produce only, and fiom |
produes of |

of Parlia. |

the |

10 us Indis-

navigaling ileresd ;|

government of |

There is, indeed, | indeed, voernnual port charges had existald, the Pre

which were not imposed upon British vessels —

and St. Christophers. They described the effect
ot these orders in the languege of the dlﬂ?ﬂleut
| writers, ax prohibiting the charge of any ** f"_:.’hf"
| fees " ** higher duties or port charges,”” ** higher
| fees to officers, duties on tonnage. or other fs-'l
land dues, on articles of the growth of the U.
8t higher duties or fees,”” and higher f:ff_--h
or duties, or custom houze expenses.”” 'This,
in the absence of ail iuformation 10 the contrary,
ought 10 have vatisfied any sne, not determined to
find fault, that the inteation of the British govern-
mwent waw, and thatistention carried into effect by
their laws and orders, to prohibit any discrimina-
ting daties or charges on onr vessels and their
cagoes; and that, if any injury weredone by oe-
casionsl deviations from  the intention of the Jaws
and orders of the government by the mistake of
an oficer, (which cught 10 have Leen anticipated
in afiaire of that nature,) the Hiitish governmeni
would correct it upon intormation, and redress the
vjury done. Ms. Addingion, the succenior of
MMr. Conning, i his lewter 10 Mr. Adams of Sept.
7, 1823, assured our goverument, that an or@er
(which ay pears 10 have been is-
sued July 3, 1822,) and long since carried into
general effeet, directing that no higher tonnage
duties, or custom - huuse fees, or other local or
purt charges should be inposed un Amer.can than

cal restrictions. Neither act refers 1o &0y regu-
lstion, or equalization of duties or charges of any
kind, as a condition ol opening our purts,

If the object of the Executive of the United
States had been only to aitain the sole sbject of
our legislaiion, to secure employment to our ships;
it is impossible to believe, that the puerile and
unfounded oljectione, taken 1o the act of Parlia.:
ment, could have been the slightest obstacle for a
moment, to their securing at ince, an they might
have done, this object. They had another object.
which had no foundation in the policy of our
laws, and, in effect. has altogether frusirated ir.
This wax to wecure a better price Jor the lumber
and live stock of the North, by coercing Great
Britain 1o sdmit our products into her colonjes
subject to no higher duties than were imposed upon
ker own products and those of her colonies; an
object, which, considering the churacter of the
British Government, and their decisive rejection
of this propo<ition, whenaver made on our part,
there was no hope of altaining; and which, if it
were attained, would have afforded no sort of bege-
fit to the shipping interests of our country, andl
would have been beneficial ¢ a smali part only
of the landholder=, since the North American
coloniex bave nothing but lumber and live stock,
which can come in comypetition wwith our products,
especizlly our breadsiuffs, \he most imporiant arti-
cle of our commerce with the British colonjes:
whereas a failure in this object, and the conse-
quent loss of the whole trade, would be ruinous
to the great interests of both navigarion and agri-
culture,

This demand, so totally new, and before pn-
heard of in national In‘ercourse, wa« brought for-

on Britisli vessels; and hat on information of any
violation ol this order, it stvnld be corrected and |
(the injury redressed. (See Doc, No. 2, page 97.) I
| Mr. Adams and Mr, Ulay, in succession, aud for [
years, looking out  wiith obvious anxiety for such |
mlormation, found thiee or four instances of
,Imll:ug irregulurities ju the exeention of the act of
| Pashument and Urder of tie Usuinissioners ol the

| Customs; the particulars of « hich will be hereaiter

!rllﬂliﬂd. These insances of error o1 abuse were
!not known uoul alier the pising of the act of

ward« of three years, and in wmore than thirty ports

opened 1o us by the act of June 24, 15822, Surely

| thezge could not bejurtly imputed to any infidelity
in the professions of the Biitish governnent.

Mr. Adansin lis letter to Mr. Canning of

| November 11, 1892 states, that as to the diserimi- |

nating Jutie- on the tonnage and cargoes of British

I than tho=e nuder which the Presideat acled; and
j that he had no authority to repeal dircriminations,
| pre<cribed by other acts thun those of 1818, and
| 1820: aud be jusiified thsir imposition upon the
| ground countervail

1, that they weie necessary 10
| the oY jections to the provisions of the act of Parlia~
I ment above stuted.  And in his letter of January

ward in the act of March, 1823, not openly, bur
lurking under the equivocal term, * from elge-
where.”” The motive, with which this inteution
was conrealed unider this equivoeal eXpression,
will be inquired into presently. That monve cena-
edd to opeiaie the moment the law was patsed: yot
Mr. Adums seems to have proceeded in the conse
which be had marked nut for himeell, with timil
caution,  Mr. Caoning, finding that the diserjimi-
nating duties had not been abolished, calied on Mr.
Adnmns, by letter of March 27, 1923, 10 say what
prools the President required 10 satisfy bim, 8o as
10 enable hiin to ivsue his proclamation for repeal-
ing the discriminaling duties under the act of 1822,
Mr. Adams, alter a pause of 1 elve days, on the
Sth of April, 1523, cautinnsly answered him, in
the words of the act of Congress, that
clamation wouold be j-sued i
deeluration hy the British Minister, * (hat upon
the vessels of the [, States, admitted nto the
enumerated Hritish colonial posts, and upon any
goods, wares, and merchandi-ea, imported 1hence
in the said vesseis, no other ny higher duties of
tonnage, o1 impost, nor other charges of any kind!
are levied or exaeted, than upon Biitish vessels,
or npon the like goods, wares, and merchandiges,
imported into the =aid colonial ports Jrom else-
where’ He could not ye Lring himself to an-

the pro-
pon an authoritatiy e

| 15, 1828, o Mi. Canuing, be assigns the reasons,

why the President had ot the power 1o abrogate
| thawe discrimauaning dutjies. The
| the case did pol come within the act

of 1ELH, |

which repenled our discriminating dusies, only in i
| favour of nations, whn repesled theirs; and there- |

| colonies, of which eonstruction it might be tuBCep-
| fare that our act dul not ay ply to eolonies; and it ! . &

itdid, Zudly, that the act of 1815, applying only to

nations, who repealvd their tiseriminating dusics |

e were, Ist, tha }

nounea the nee he meant 1o muke of the term
‘¢ elsewhere.”’ Ny, Canning prompily answered
on the 10th of Apiil, 1823, that he was ready to
give the official declaration required, if the term,
“ from elsewhere,”” meant from orther fnrrisu
na ions; but not if it included Great Britain and her

tible; and he arked an ex

placatiion of its precies
mesning.

After ano her awful pause of thirty -

four deys, Mr. Adanie on the 14 h M
so far as they cperated to the disadvantage of | . § T e e e

the U. N, could noi apply to this cose, because
the act of Parliament of Jone 24, 1822, repealed
no diseriminating dutics. The answer 10 this

is, that in fage no discriminating  duties to the dis- !
I

¥ & 1
ports, which could be repe-led by that acr, and it | By this act of Congre-s of Mareh 1, 1823, the
lnrh of April 18, 1818, and of May 15, 1820,

advantage of the U 8. existed in the British eolonial

mapo<ed none; and, according to the Jaws of Great
Hritain and the eonvention of 1816, no diserimina=
ting duties could be levied npos American ves
sels in any port oi the British Empire.

them, under the act ol 1915,
rideat had authority to deelare by proclamation, as

upon the aet of 1818, by which omi Executive
beld that ports sctoally open were potentialiy
ciosed.

The British nation being exempred by the Aet of
1813 from diseriininating duties upon their ves
suls and enrgors, coming to the pori= of the United
Statew, the Presiden: had no an hority to impose

them under the Aet of May 6, 1522, T'hat Aet li'll-.l

posed upon him the duty of opening otr poits to
the Britich ships, upon their opening their ealonial
pocts to omre; and gave him power (o prescribe
| recipracal rules and resirietions for regulating 1he
interrouree. There wae no mile or resirietjon
the British statute, which had not a reciprocal rule

or restriction in odar Act of 1320 except the re. |

“wtriction of the irads 1o 2 diyeet intercourse, whieh
| the President had atthority 1o reciprocate by pre=
setibing & similar restriciion. i the President had)
tmpowed such a restriciion only, then (he vessals
ol the 1. 8. with rargoes, the produce of any par
of the U, 8., (except salt

provicions of Hsh and
meat, ) woull bave been received into all the ports
of the cclanies upon terms of peifect rqualinyg, in
reep-et 1o duties and all other rharges on the
wensel and eargo.,
n renmon ask, I immeasureably more than the
| Congress of 1313 (4% 5y
commities, )

haped ta attain

They would then
have bean willine

the proposition of
Great Britain of 1817, i it had not been con
| with the guestion of the Tndian tade.
noshadow of a rescon fur rejec

to Accept
négted
There was
sing
tue Act ol
*xtept the suggestion
he existenece of unegual
port chargen: and a« Lo hat, there was no resson to
believe that any stich existed: 1he Execative had
nat, between the 20l of Augost 1892 and the 5 |
| of April 1213, heard of the netual exix ence of any
euch, oo wili liereafier appour: all the other ob-
jectione to the Britiwh act were sither forils, o
eldiately abandon

tin £ OF #ir lmrra
tive execation of the terme oiferad

| by
| Partiament of June, 18 12,

| about the possibility of
|

prejudice of our vessels | ed by the aot of Mareh 1, 1522, which (e will
At any time before the passing of our sev of Mareh | appear,) was purely an Executive messiire.

I,

sfdent was bound Lo disregard than (v cw rring

| 182:
Gireat i
it 1 -

Britain and her colonies were analion, entitled 10| 1 the act af Parliament of June 24, 12022: and 1he
the abolition of our discriminating duties a8 to|

And this the Pie- |
he had already done in relstion to Bremen, H.u::-il

burg, Lubeck, Noraoy, and Oldenberg. I'his con- |
stiuction of Mr. Adams’ was worse thag that put |

This was surely wll we could

Ppears by the report of the |

answernd, that the 1erns of the sct of Congress
were constrired to extend to all the British posses-
sions ~hatever. Mr. Canning replied 1o this on
the 1ith of May, regretting 1he construction put
upon the aet, and deelining (urther correspondenen
on other points as useless.

were suspended as L ng as  the act of Mareh I,
s #hould be in lorce, an to cerlsin enumerated
poris in the British colonies, the same enumeraied

poris of the United States were opened 1o al] Brii-
ish vessels, coming directly from any of those poria
with articles, the growih, preduce, or mupufacinre
of any of the said Hritish colonies, which may be
exported on rqual terms from sny of the said ports
| 1n vessels of the United States: and it was provid-
| ®ly that wpon proof, eatisfactory to the Py esident,
| that, upon  the vessels of the United States sny
their cargnes, admitted into the said colonis!
| pori8. no other or higler duties of tonnag: .
| or impost, nor charges of any kind were le
lvsn! or exacied, than were Jevied and exacted
Cupon British  vessels, or ttpon the ke goods,
wares, aud merchandices, hmperied into the sapt
| eolonial porta from elsetohe re;y the Bitish shipm
and eargoes frum the colonial ports should be
subijected 1o no other du jes of fonnage, or imposi ;

F or other charges than the vessols of 1}ie V.8, ano
similar cargoes, bu! nnil sueh proof was given
| the dircrimusting tonnage and impost durjes, pre-
seribed by the aete of 1916, and 1817, should be
fevied on such Biitish ships snd cargoes. Fhe
act further provided, that no arirele should be b

ported in a British vessel from sny of thoss ports,
but the produce or manufscture of the e lontes, ‘o
which the enumernted ports belonged, and that dj=
reetly from one of the satd enumersisd porte nos
should any sriicle be exporied from the U. States
to any of the ennmerated ports by any British veo-
el noteoming direcily from one of the said yoris:
nor should eny veseel, coming trom any of the wai
poris, export any anicle from the U. 8, 10 #: ¥

place «ther than ' one of the wsaid porte,  Thesr
| provisions were extended to sny other ealonial
{ g ety wineh might thereslier be opened in co for~
| mity to the provisions of the aet of Parlinanent (T}

Tune 24, 1822. And this aet was declared 0 ba
in lorer, unttl our, vessals should be excluded from
‘ni'; OF r i the enumersned poits by Order in
| Council, or set of Parliament; in which case uphn
| the procismation of the Prewide nty this act shou!
| cense, and the acts of 18918 apd 1820 be revived
The only real ol yeer ol this act were, Isty 1o
restrarn the trade beiween the United Siates ane
the colonies in Heitich vesnels 10 a direct interemn p
| only, and the more declnration, that such should |
{ the law . effected this otjeet wihout requiring suy
other provision, 2ndly, to sssert and enforce 1he
claim of an exemption of our produets from a b
i Dility 10 8 clharge of daties hgher than those -
| poved on the like produers of Grent Britan ot
Lhwer cojovten, The oilveg
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